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One of the major objectives in education has always been to
develop well-informed and intelligent citizens. Recently, this objec¬
tive has been brought into sharp focus through the increased interest
in education by our national government who feels that many of our
national aspirations cannot be accomplished nor our survival be assured
unless immediate improvement is made in education.
There is also an awareness that society's concept of the function
of the public school determines to a great extent what kind of curricu¬
lum schools will have. Yet, in a complex culture with a plurastic value
system, it is difficult to establish a single central function for any
agency. In our democratic society these formulations are further com¬
plicated by the fact that different layers of society participate in
the process of determining what education in general and public schools
specifically should be and do.^
With society facing such perilious times from within and without,
and with changes in education taking place at such a cataclysmic rate,
rational analysis of the problems involved in developing adequate citi-
^Hilda Taba, Curriculum Development; Theory and Practice (New
York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1962), p. 16.
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zens must be made rapidly, yet competently. This analysis, if properly
determined without coercion, will require the joint efforts and energies
of many people both locally and nationally.
As a national effort to improve education for disadvantaged
pupils. Congress passed The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (Public Law 89-10). The act was to be considered as financial
means of aiding state and local educational organizations in improving
their existing curricula through insertion of innovative practices or
to strengthen and/or revise their present programs of instruction for
the disadvantaged pupil.
The Act provided a billion dollars for education of disadvantaged
children; a hundred million dollars for school libraries and instruc¬
tional materials; a hundred million dollars for supplementary educa¬
tional centers and services; plus another seventy million dollars for
educational research and training, and cooperative research, which
includes twenty-five million earmarked for state departments of educa¬
tion.^
The role assumed by the federal government, since passage of
this Act has been primarily one of stimulation, assistance and service,
thereby, placing the burden of the planning and developing curricular
innovations and improvement on local authorities. This has created many
problems for the local authorities as they try to determine the scope
and nature of curricula which will facilitate comprehensive learning for
1
Ted Schuchat, "The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965," Grade Teacher. LXXXI (May-June, 1965), pp. 75-82.
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disadvantaged pupils but which will not violate the integrity of the
teacher-pupil relationship.
Programs of this nature can be comprehensive and can prepare
pupils for the world in which they live as well as prepare them to face
an unknown future intelligently and confidently, if proper planning is
executed by local authorities. The use of all persons who are both
capable and competent of making contributions to educational improve¬
ment must be recognized by local authorities in their attempt to make
needed curricular changes.
In rural school systems, there is no person more aware of the
strengths and weaknesses of a total school program than the curricultun
director. With his wide range of experiences in education and his
responsibilities within a school system, it is obvious that the knowl¬
edge and skills possessed by the curriculum director may contribute
immensely in any phase of curriculum development associated with the
development of competent pupils.
For many years, because of differences of opinions concerning
the role of the curriculum director, utilization of this person in
planning and organizing curricula was very limited. It is hoped that
the data gathered for this investigation will reveal that the creativ¬
ity, knowledge and skills possessed by the curriculum director should
merit more consideration in the educational planning by and with local
authorities.
Evolution of the Problem
The writer's interest in this problem stemmed from the result
of several factors. Three, however, were of most significance to her.
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First, the writer as a curriculum director, was utilized as a resource
person in supplying information and opinions for suggested federal pro¬
jects. Second, through conversation with other curriculum directors,
the writer found that many of them possessed little knowledge of
projects until they were implemented, and third, the writer's aware¬
ness of many systems that had spent a tremendous amount of federal funds
for equipment and little, if any, for materials or other educational
media concerned with the improvement of instruction for pupils of dis¬
advantaged areas.
Contribution to Educational Knowledge
It was the hope of the writer that through this study adminis¬
trators would become aware of the usefulness of curriculum directors
in making more effective and productive federal projects for school
systems. The writer also hoped that through the findings and implica¬
tions of this research that curriculum directors would realize that
they may play a vital role in the activation of federal projects for
schools.
Statement of the Problem
The problem involved in this study was to determine, analyze,
and appraise the practices of curriculum directors in planning, develop¬
ing, implementing, supervising, and evaluating federal projects for
schools in a selected Central Georgia area.
Limitation of the Study
This study was limited in that only eighteen curriculum direc¬
tors from ten counties in rural Central Georgia were used. The
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questionnaire, which was used to secure data for this study, restricted
itself to aspects of federal projects for disadvantaged pupils. The
study was also limited in respect to the authenticity and accuracy of
the listed practices expressed by the eighteen curriculum directors to
the items on the questionnaire.
Purpose of the Study
The main purpose of this study was to identify, analyze, and
appraise the practices of participation of curriculum directors in
developing and implementing federal projects for children of the dis¬
advantaged who are enrolled in the public schools of the counties which
are the locale of this study.
More specifically, the purposes were to identify and/or deter¬
mine:
1. The extent to which curriculum directors initiate
proposals for federal projects.
2. The extent to which curriculum directors partici¬
pate in budgeting funds for federal projects.
3. The extent to which curriculum directors draw
rough drafts of federal proposals.
4. The extent to which curriculum directors are used
for orientating and organizing faculty groups
which are affected by the federal projects in the
schools.
5. The practices of curriculum directors in the super¬
vision of federal projects in schools.
6. The extent to which curriculum directors partici-
page in evaluative procedures of federal projects
in the schools.
7. Whatever implications, if any, for educational
theory and practices as may be derived from the
findings of the research.
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Locale of the Study
The locale of this study encompassed ten counties in the eastern
part of rural Central Georgia, The ten counties were; Washington,
Wilkinson, Columbia, Putnam, Jefferson, Baldwin, Laurens, McDuffie,
Warren and Green. The Fall Line, extending from Macon to Augusta, runs
through the center of this section of Georgia, The participating area
lies in the southeastern portion of the Piedmont Plateau and in the
northeastern section of the Atlantic Coastal Plain, with a combined area
of 4,991 square miles. This is approximately one-twelfth of the area of
the State of Georgia. The population, according to the 1960 census is
approximately 166,000. There are no metropolitan areas; therefore, all
the pupils are essentially from rural environments. The cultural
resources of the area are limited and the principal industries include
agriculture, textiles, kaolin mining and lumbering.
There are seventy public elementary and high schools within the
area which are serving 49,797 pupils and utilizing 1821 teachers, curri¬
culum directors and administrators.
Definition of Terms
The significant terms used throughout the study are defined or
characterized below,
1, "Curriculum" - as will be used in this study refers
to the whole life and program of the school.
2, "Curriculum director" - refers to a person with
primary responsibility for curriculum development
or improvement functions in a school. This term,
peculiar to the Georgia State Department of Educa¬
tion, will be used interchangeably with the term
supervisor throughout this study.
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3. "Culturally disadvantaged" - refers to children who
are innocent victims of social misfortune. These
children are economically poor. Their home life pro¬
vides little, if any, stimulation to their intellec¬
tual growth and they may suffer from racial, ethnic,
or other forms of social discrimination.^
Subjects
The subjects used in this study were eighteen curriculum direc¬
tors in ten selected counties in rural Central Georgia. Their profes¬
sional experience ranged from 4 to 21 years as teachers and from 3 to
21 years as supervisors.
Instrviments
The instruments used to conduct this study are characterized
below.
1, A specifically designed questionnaire on the partic¬
ipation of curriculum directors in developing and
implementing Federal Grant Programs. The question¬
naire was developed and constructed to gather data
on five significant aspects of the curriculum direc¬
tors, to wit: (1) Personal Data on Experience and
Training, (2) Practices of Curriculum Directors in
Planning, Writing and Budgeting of Federal Projects,
(3) Practices of Curriculum Directors in the Orien¬
tation of School Personnel and Supervision of Federal
Projects, (4) Practices of Curricultim Directors in
Securing Materials and Equipment for Federal Projects,
and (5) Practices of Curriculum Directors in the
Evaluation of Federal Projects.
The questionnaire was validated by a panel of simi-
larily placed curriculum directors who resided out¬
side of the locale of this study of the ten Central
Georgia counties and who did not participate in the
research project.
Southern Regional Council, Federal Anti-Poverty Programs . . .
Present and Pending (Washington: Southern Regional Council, 1965),
p. 1.
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2. Interview Schedule Sheet through which to secure sub¬
stantiating data from the curriculiun directors pertain¬
ing to practices used in their systems,
3. Georgia Educational Directory, 1967-1968.
Method of Research
The method of research used for the study was the Descriptive-
Survey, utilizing the questionnaire and the interview as means of
collecting the data necessary for the fulfillment of the purposes of
this study.
The Descriptive-Survey Method was chosen because of its versa¬
tility, practicality, and usefulness in identifying present conditions
and pointing to present needs.
Research Procedures
The following procedural steps were used for gathering, inter¬
preting, analyzing and presenting the data:
1. Permission was secured from proper school officials
to conduct the study.
2. The literature pertinent to the study was surveyed,
3. A questionnaire, specifically designed to meet the
needs of this research, was constructed.
4. A copy of the questionnaire was distributed to cur¬
riculum directors of the designated locale,
5. The data obtained through the questionnaire and
interviews were assembled into appropriate tables
and treated as the research method employed dic¬
tated.
6. On the basis of the findings, conclusions, implica¬
tions, and recommendations were made and are found
in the final chapter of this study.
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Collection of Data
The data for this study were collected during the month of March,
1968, by means of questionnaires executed by and through interviews with
the eighteen curriculum directors in ten Central Georgia counties.
In the early weeks of April, 1968, the data were tabulated from
the returned questionnaires and assembled into nine (9) basic tables
which portray the data as presented in Chapter II. Wherever indicated
interviews were held with curriculum directors in order to document
further the questionnaire data. During the latter weeks of April and
the first weeks of May, the research report was written, approved and
the final copies typed.
Survey of Related Literature
An investigation of the limited literature pertinent to this
study disclosed that the duties of curriculum directors have constantly
and continually been under attack by educators. Many and varied
opinions have been offered as descriptions of the curriculum director
or the supervisor's role.
Discomfiture with supervision is the result of a kind of super¬
vision on the part of all administrators that has been too common in
the past fifty years.^
Barr, Burton and Brueckner state that today supervision is becom¬
ing participatory and cooperative, that is democratic; is increasingly
oriented toward the fundamental aims of education and of society. More
1
Robert Beck, Walter Cook, and Nolan Kearney, Curriculxun In The
Modern Elementary School (2nd ed.; Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice
Hall, Inc., 1960), p. 475.
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specifically, the work of persons in supervisory capacities are summa¬
rized as follows;
1. Supervision includes far more than in the past.
This is the result of even more critical thinking
about the nature of education and its relation to
the individual and to society,
2. Supervision is increasingly objective and experi¬
mental in its methods.
3. Supervision is increasingly participatory and
cooperative. Policies and plans are formulated
through group discussion with participation by
all.
4. Supervisory activities and opportunities are dis¬
tributed among an even larger number of persons
as all come to contribute and to accept challenges
and leadership.
5. Supervision is increasingly derived from the given
situation rather than imposed upon it,^
Gwynn identifies the responsibilities of the supervisor to be:
(1) the responsibility to give individual help to the teacher, (2) the
responsibility to coordinate and make more available to all personnel
the instructional services of the school, and (3) the responsibility
to act as a resource person for the superintendent and other adminis¬
trative personnel, as a special agent in training in-service teachers,
and as an interpreter of the school and its program both to school
2
personnel and to the public.
Neal describes the duties of the supervisor in a recent publica¬
tion of the United States Office of Education. He pointed out that
^A. S. Barr, William Burton, and Leo Brueckner, Supervision
(New York: D, Appleton-Company, Inc., 1947), pp. 6-11.
2
J. Minor Gwynn, Theory and Practice of Supervision (New York:
Dodd, Mead and Company, 1965), p. 27.
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persons serving in supervisory capacities, especially in rural schools,
are primary resource people. She further states that the basic func¬
tion of supervision is to improve the learning situation for pupils.
If any person in a supervisory position is not contributing to more
effective learning in the classroom, his existence in that position can¬
not be justified.^
The responsibility of acting as a resource person for administra¬
tive personnel is one that today causes much concern and confusion among
administrators.
Being responsible for supervision to a certain degree administra¬
tors are confused as to what attitude they should possess concerning
their relationship with persons designated as supervisors. At one time
many educators felt that supervision was a separate distinct responsi¬
bility from administration and the supervisor was only needed when
called upon by the principals. These conflicts grew to the extent that
teachers began to feel that supervisors were of little help to them.
This may be a reason for attitudes of administrators today.
Wiles reported a study investigating superintendents and super¬
visors, This study revealed that a major city in the United States
employed forty supervisors. During a period of ten years, the super¬
intendent did not hold one meeting with the supervisors. They were
not included in the meetings held for principals. At one time during
the period they were told to direct the programs in their areas.
Hattie Neal, "A Study to Determine the Status of Rural-School
Supervision in Georgia for the School Year 1952-53" (unpublished
Master's thesis. School of Education, Atlanta University, Atlanta,
Georgia, 1953), p, 7.
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Again, they were told to serve as consultants and to stay in their
offices until called. Difficulties arose with some of the principals
and the use of the supervisor was determined by his personality and
friendship with the principal. The supervisory positions became dead¬
end jobs in which people lost hope and finally faith,^
Currently, there are educators who are developing an awareness
of the impossibility of completely separating administration and super¬
vision, They support this idea from the standpoint that every adminis¬
trative activity contributes in some way to the educational program of
the school,
Neagley and Evans state that in the operation of schools today,
it is difficult if not impossible, to draw fine distinctions between
administrative and supervisory and leadership functions. Although
there are some activities which fall clearly in one or another of
these categories, there are endless numbers of activities which overlap
two or more of the rubrics. The two can be separated only for the sake
of analysis, A separation in function is impossible, , , , Mere
inspection of the typical division between the duties of the two would
indicate that the division can only be for purposes of discussion,
2
Intimate interrelationship and overlap are inherent and inevitable.
Although there is much confusion in identifying the role of the
curriculum director, there seems to be an agreement among most authors
^Kimball Wiles, Supervision for Better Schools (Englewood Cliffs,
N, J,: Prentice-Hall, Inc,, 1955), pp. 152-153,
^Ross Neagley and N. Dean Evans, Handbook for Effective Super¬
vision of Instruction (Englewood Cliffs, N, J,: Prentice-Hall, Inc,,
1964), p, 16,
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that supervisors are directly responsible in some manner for improving
instruction in schools, there must also be the underlying opinion that
supervisors are important individuals in developing sound workable
curricula for schools if optimum growth of pupils is the expected out¬
come.
If growth is to be expected, the curriculum of the school must
be constructed to serve the needs of all the pupils in the school.
There must be an effort to keep the curriculum in harmony with the life
of a rapid changing society. The experiences provided should be
specialized ones that are conducive for directing the interests and
abilities of pupils toward effective participation in the society of
which they must live and enrich their lives to the extent that they
will help improve that society through this participation.
This approach to curriculum planning is one that is being recom¬
mended by the national government through federal support in an attempt
to raise standards of living in communities that are considered dis¬
advantaged.
Several authors have suggested ways for curriculum workers to
engage in the planning of curricula of this type.
The Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development
asserts that curriculum improvement comes through answering questions
in three fundamental areas. First, what does the nature of our society
imply for the development of its future citizen? Second, what should
be the role of the school in this development? And third, what does
our knowledge of the nature of the learner and of the learning process
indicate for the most effective performance of this role? The Associa-
14
tion further asserted that almost every outline of needed research in
the field of curricultim improvement indicates the importance of over¬
all studies of curriculum design. This is perhaps the most complex
problem facing curriculum workers today. It is complex because values
are inextricably involved. Each proposal of scope, sequence, and
organization is based on a specific set of values regarding the nature
of our democratic society, the knowledge and skills that are of most
worth and the role of the school. There is a need for large-scale
appraising of specific proposals and for a vigorous attempt to find
common ground for comparison of the effectiveness of the design,^
Once problems of a system are revealed and the curriculum
appraised, there is the responsibility of whole picture planning if
extension or improvement is the ultimate objective sought.
Congress through the coordination of the United States Office
of Education has aided local systems by providing financial assistance
to those who plan for pupils in disadvantaged areas. These funds were
provided for systems to develop special research and experimental pro-
jects as means of curriculum extension or improvement.
Efforts to improve school programs in disadvantaged areas using
these funds have varied considerably in scope and comprehensiveness.
Many systems have developed projects aimed at reviewing curriculum con-
^Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development, Research
for Curricultim Improvement. 1957 Yearbook (Washington: National Educa¬
tion Association, 1957), pp. 14-37.
^"Elementary and Secondary Act: How Federal Funds are Changing
Our Classrooms," The Grade Teacher. LXXX (May-June, 1967), p. 133.
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tent, modifying teaching techniques, securing more appropriate instruc¬
tional materials, adding professional services, providing remedial aid,
experimenting with new technological media, staff utilization and class
organization,^
Projects of this sort have caused a revolution in the area of
education, but educators and evaluators of Federal Programs are con¬
cerned about the projects developed being the most appropriate ones for
the pupils involved and in their producing a significant reduction of
the gap between the advantaged and the disadvantaged.
It is the belief of the writer that if local systems utilized
the curriculum director with his knowledge and skills in all phases of
programs developed through federal assistance, the reliability of proj¬
ects can be enhanced.
This is evidenced by Williamson who stated that it is important
that the role of the supervisor in planning and evaluating be care¬
fully considered in every local school system. The supervisor is the
O
key person in any discussion involving the task of the school.
Wiles supports this in the statement:
The supervisor should be present at the planning
sessions of the superintendent and principals.
Otherwise, he will not feel he has a vital part
in the program and he will lack the information
he needs to be of assistance to the principals.
If he is to perform in improving instruction, he
must be an integral part of the planning,^
^A, Harry Passow (ed,). Education in Depressed Areas (New York:
Teachers College Press, 1963), p, 280,
O
^Margaret Williamson, Supervision—New Patterns and Processes
(New York: Association Press, 1961), p, 23.
^Wiles, op, cit., p, 152.
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According to Ragan, staff organization for curriculum development
and evaluative practices prove to be the heart of curriculum-improvement
programs. Curriculum improvement is a cooperative process and its
success depends upon the development of an organization that enables
each member of the staff to operate at his highest level of competence
and creativity with other staff members to improve the whole school
program. This broadens the functions of the supervisor. He must be
concerned with the improvement of all factors that influence the growth
and development of children.^
According to Wiles, the function of the supervisor is to work
for the conditions under which people can think together about purposes
and about ways of implementing them. The supervisor's word does not
carry more weight than the word of other members of the staff in the
development of these purposes. His vision is not expected to be
superior to that of the combined intelligence of the working staff, but
he is valuable as a resource person to the other members of a coopera-
2
tively working team.
Blackman also supports group planning by stating that the common
goal of supervisory effort is effectiveness of instruction, and school
administrators and other staff members should remember that their posi¬
tions are justified for that purpose alone. The entire staff needs to
^William B. Ragan, Modern Elementary Curriculum (rev. ed.;
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,.1960), pp. 161-167.
2
Wiles, op. cit.. p, 16.
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be co-ordinated and directed toward conmon goals,^
Duglass and Bent report that group planning is the only way to
reduce friction, promote harmony, utilize the creativity of individuals,
promote growth, and have greater assurance that decisions will not have
to be continually remade,^
Group planning by administrators and supervisors as supported
by researchers can lead to the improvement of the curricula of schools
today. With increased attention placed on quality education during the
1960's, there is a professional obligation on the part of administra¬
tors and supervisors to develop improved school programs. The availa¬
bility of federal funds for implementation of ideas and innovations,
should serve as a challenge for finding answers for school problems.
With the administrator and the supervisor cooperatively forming a team,
positive solutions for educational problems can be reached and quality
education can be provided for each pupil concerned.
Summary of the Literature
A summary of the literature pertinent to this investigation led
to the selections and generalizations of more significant and abstracted
statements below.
1. The role of the supervisor has been defined in
various ways but most authors agree with the fact
Sara Blackmon, "Supervisor's Analyses and Appraisals of Their
School Programs As Set Forth in the Curriculum Framework For Georgia
Schools" (unpublished Master's thesis. School of Education, Atlanta
University, 1959), p. 17.
^Carl R. Douglass, Rudyard Bent, and Charles Boardman, Democratic
Supervision in Secondary Schools (2d ed,; Cambridge: The Riverside
Press, 1961), p. 34.
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that one central function of the supervisor is that
of improving instruction.
2. Supervision and administration are so closely
related that the role of one often overlaps the
role of the other. This close relationship deems
the necessity of cooperativeness of individuals
serving in the capacities of supervisors and admin¬
istrators.
3. Supervision of today is a democratic process orien¬
tated toward the fundamental aims of education and
society.
4. In rural areas, the supervisor's function as a
resource person includes providing in-service
training for teachers, improving classroom situa¬
tions, and interpreting the program of the school
to the community.
5. Curriculums of schools for disadvantaged youth must
be carefully constructed to serve the needs of all
pupils and at the same time keep in harmony with the
demands of a rapid changing society.
6. The financial assistance given by the federal govern¬
ment to education has enabled school systems to
develop projects as means of curriculum extension
and/or improvement for disadvantaged pupils.
. Group planning for curriculum improvement by admin¬
istrators and supervisors as a team gives assurance




PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
The awareness of the vital use of curriculum directors in plan¬
ning total school programs is slowly emerging as a result of the intri¬
cacies encountered by school systems in planning and implementing
federal projects.
Chapter II of this thesis presents and analyzes the practices
that local school systems employ in developing and implementing federal
projects as indicated by eighteen curricultim directors of ten Central
Georgia counties.
Organization and Treatment of Data
The data collected for this investigation have been organized
and are given under five main captions: (1) Personal Data of Curricu¬
lum Directors, (2) Practices of Curriculum Directors in Planning, Writ¬
ing and Budgeting of Federal Projects, (3) Practices of Curriculum
Directors in the Orientation of School Personnel and the Supervision
of Federal Projects, (4) Practices of Curriculum Directors in Securing
Materials and Equipment for Federal Projects and (5) Practices of Cur¬
riculum Directors in the Evaluation of Federal Projects.
The data for the investigation were secured through question¬
naires from and interviews with the eighteen curriculum directors
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employed in ten Central Georgia counties. The data were then tabulated,
assembled in appropriate tables and the frequency and percent of
responses to the data items computed as shown in the tables.
The criterion of reliability for the data was predicated on the
authenticity and accuracy of the responses and/or reactions of the sub¬
jects to the respective data-items on the questionnaire instrument.
The presentation and analysis of the data follow the sequence of
data-categories outlined above in the remaining sections of this chapter.
Experience of the Curriculum Directors
The data on the teaching and supervisory experience of the
eighteen curriculum directors in ten Central Georgia counties are pre¬
sented in Table 1, page 21, with the pertinent analysis under the appro¬
priate captions in the separate paragraphs below.
Teaching experience.--The years of teaching experience of the
curriculvim directors ranged from a low of 2 or 11.1 per cent each for
the 4-6 years group, 7-9 years group, 13-15 years group and the 19-21
years group, to a high of 6 or 33.3 per cent for the 10-12 years group,
while the other age group reported as 4 or 22.2 per cent. The tabu¬
lated data revealed that 14 or 77.7 per cent of the curriculum direc¬
tors have ten or more years of experience.
Curriculum director experience.—The years of experience as
curriculum directors for the eighteen subjects ranged from a low of 1
or 5.5 per cent for the 16-18 years group to a high of 5 or 27.8 per
cent for the 13-15 years group. The years of experience for the other
groups were: 2 or 11.1 per cent each for the 4-6 years group, 7-9 years
group and 19-21 years group; and 3 or 16.7 per cent each for the 1-3
21
years group and the 10-12 years group.
The data on the experience of the respondents suggest that 11
or 61.1 per cent of these individuals have served as curriculum direc¬
tors ten or more years.
TABLE 1
DISTRIBUTION OF THE EXPERIENCE OF THE EIGHTEEN CURRICULUM







Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
1-3 0 0.0 3 16.7
4-6 2 11.1 2 11.1
7-9 2 11.1 2 11.1
10 - 12 6 33.3 3 16.7
13 - 15 2 11.1 5 27.8
16 - 18 4 22.2 1 5.5
19 - 21 2 11.1 2 11.1
Total 18 100.0 18 100.0
Certification of the Curriculum Directors
The data on the types of certificates held by the eighteen cur¬
riculum directors in ten Central Georgia counties are presented in
Table 2, page 22, which portrays the significant facts indicated below.
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TABLE 2
DISTRIBUTION OF THE CURRENT CERTIFICATION OF THE EIGHTEEN
CURRICULUM DIRECTORS IN TEN CENTRAL GEORGIA COUNTIES
Type of Certificate Number Per Cent
CD5 or SV5 12 66.7
CD6 or SV6 5 27.8
CD6 and VT6 1 5.5
Total 18 100.0
The number of the types of certificates for the curriculum
directors ranked as follows: 12 or 66,7 per cent held the CDS or SV5,
5 or 27.8 per cent held the CD6 or SV6 certificates, and 1 or 5.5 per
cent held both the CD6 and VT6 certificates.
The data would seem to suggest that all of the eighteen curricu¬
lum directors are adequately certified.
Types of Institutions Where Curriculum Directors
Received Their Formal Training
The data on the types of institutions in which the curriculum
directors in the ten Central Georgia counties received their under¬
graduate and graduate training are presented in Table 3, page 23, with
the analysis given under the separate captioned paragraphs below.
Undergraduate training.--The types of institutions in which the
curriculum directors received their undergraduage training ranked as
follows: 10 or 55.6 per cent received their training from a state
school in Georgia; 3 or 16.7 per cent each received their training in
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private Georgia schools and in state schools outside of Georgia; and
2 or 11.1 per cent received their training in a private school out¬
side of Georgia.
The tabulated data appear to suggest that 13 or 72.2 per cent
of the curriculum directors received training in the State of Georgia.
TABLE 3
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SCHOOLS OF FORMAL TRAINING
OF THE EIGHTEEN CURRICULUM DIRECTORS IN






Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
State School in Georgia 10 55.5 11 61.1
Private School in Georgia 3 16.7 6 33.3
State School Outside of
Georgia 3 16.7 1 5.5
Private School Outside
of Georgia 2 11.1 0 0.0
Total 18 100.0 18 100.0
Graduate training.—The types of institutions in which the cur¬
riculum directors received their graduate training ranked as follows:
11 or 61.1 per cent received their training in a graduate school in
Georgia; 6 or 33.3 per cent received their graduate training in a
private school in Georgia; 1 or 5.5 per cent received their training
in a state school outside of Georgia and none received graduate train¬
ing in a private school outside of Georgia.
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A sunmiary of the data suggests that 94.4 per cent of the curricu
lum directors attended graduate school in the State of Georgia.
Types of Training in Developing Federal Projects
Table 4 presents the data on the type of situation in which the
curriculum directors in the Central Georgia counties received their
training in the development and preparation of federal projects, with
the significant facts indicated below,
TABLE 4
DISTRIBUTION OF THE TRAINING FOR FEDERAL PROJECTS
OF THE EIGHTEEN CURRICULUM DIRECTORS IN
TEN CENTRAL GEORGIA COUNTIES
Type of Training Number Per Cent
Institute of High Learning 3 16.7
Study Groups Within System 10 55.5
Institute or Seminar by the
State Department of Education 6 33.3
None at All 2 11.1
Ten or 55,6 per cent of the curriculum directors received train¬
ing in preparation of federal projects from Study Groups within the
school system; 6 or 33.3 per cent of them received their training in
developing and preparing projects from Institutes or Seminars by the
State Department of Education; 3 or 16.7 per cent of them received
their training in developing and preparing projects from Institutes of
Higher Learning; and 2 or 11.1 per cent of the curriculum directors
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reported that they had not received any training in developing and pre¬
paring federal projects.
The data suggest that a high percentage of the curriculum direc¬
tors have had some type of training in the area of planning and develop¬
ing projects.
Problems Concerned With Developing
Federal Projects
The data on the problems concerned with developing federal
projects as indicated by the eighteen curriculum directors in the ten
Central Georgia counties are presented in Table 5, with the analysis
of these data presented below.
TABLE 5
DISTRIBUTION OF PROBLEMS CONCERNED WITH DEVELOPING FEDERAL
PROJECTS AS RELATED BY EIGHTEEN CURRICULUM DIRECTORS
IN TEN CENTRAL GEORGIA COUNTIES
Problem Number Per Cent
No training in this area by the writer(s) 1 11.1
Insufficient training of writer(s) in
developing projects 7 38.9
Cooperation of teachers involved with
projects 7 38.9
Securing personnel to implement projects 14 77.8
Selling the proposed idea to teachers 5 27.8
According to the eighteen curriculum directors, the problems
concerned with developing federal projects ranged from a low of 1 or
5.5 per cent for "no training in project development (writer)" to a
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high of 14 or 77.8 per cent for "securing personnel to implement
projects." The other practices ranked as follows: 7 or 38.9 per cent
each for "insufficient training (writer) in developing projects" and
"cooperation of teachers involved in projects"; and 5 or 27.8 per cent
for "selling the proposed idea to teachers."
Current Operational Practices in Connection
With Federal Projects in the Schools
This section of the research report presents the data on the
current operational practices in connection of the conduct of federal
projects in the schools as reported by the eighteen curriculum direc¬
tors in the ten Central Georgia counties, 1967-68. The data pertinent
to these practices are presented in Tables 6 through 9.
In each area of practice: (a) planning, writing and budgeting,
(b) orientation and supervision, (c) securing materials and equipment,
and (d) evaluating projects, the curriculum directors indicated the
extent of the practice on a five-point scale:
1 - always




The tables carry this categorization of the data in each area.
Practices in Planning, Writing and
Budgeting Federal Projects
The data on the frequency of practices used in the planning,
writing and budgeting of federal projects as reported by the eighteen
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curriculum directors of the ten Central Georgia counties are presented
in Table 6, page 28.
Practices always used.—The types of practices always used
ranged from a low of 1 or 5.5 per cent for "is one individual ever used
for planning projects" to a high of 4 or 22.2 per cent for "is this
individual knowledgeable about the curricular needs of the schools
involved."
The other practices ranked as follows: 3 or 16.7 per cent each
for "are you fully aware of projects that are proposed for your system"
and "do school objectives and curriculum design influence final selec¬
tion of projects," 2 or 11.1 per cent each for "does a committee plan
the projects for the system," "are you a member of this committee,"
and "if you do not plan projects, are your recommendations considered
by others in the planning of projects." The other eight practices
were not reported as being used in these school systems.
Summary of the data.—A summary of the data under the category
"always" would appear to indicate the following practices as those most
prevalent within the ten counties: "is this individual knowledgeable
about the curricular needs of the schools involved," as reported by
22.2 per cent of the respondents, "are you fully aware of projects
that are proposed for your system," and "do school objectives and cur¬
riculum design influence final selection of projects," which were
reported by 16.7 per cent of the curriculum directors.
Practices used most of the time.—The types of practices used
most of the time ranged from a low of 1 or 5.5 per cent each for "if
you never plan projects individually, are you asked to assist others,"
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TABLE 6
DISTRIBUTION OF THE PRACTICES USED IN THE PLANNING, WRITING AND BUDGETING
OF FEDERAL PROJECTS AS RELATED BY EIGHTEEN CURRICULUM DIRECTORS
IN TEN MIDDLE GEORGIA COUNTIES
Frequency of Use of Procedure
Types of Procedure Always Most of the Time Sometimes Seldom Never
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Nixmber Per Cent Number Per Cent
1, Are you fully aware of projects
that are proposed for your system? 3 16.7 4 22.2 3 16.7 4 22.2 4 22.2
2, Does a committee plan the projects
for the system? 2 11.1 5 27.8 3 16.7 6 33.3 2 11.1
3. Are you a member of this committee? 2 11.1 5 27.8 6 33.3 0 0.0 5 27.8
4, Is one individual ever used for
planning projects? 1 5.5 6 33.3 5 27.8 0 0.0 6 33.3
5. Is this individual knowledgeable of
the curricular needs of the schools
to be involved? 4 22.2 4 22.2 3 16.7 6 33.3 1 5.5
6. Is the curriculum director ever
designated as this individual? 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 33.3 0 0.0 12 66.7
7. If you do not plan projects
individually, are you asked to
assist others in planning projects? 0 0.0 1 5.5 8 44.4 6 33.3 3 16.7
8. If you do not plan projects, are
you asked to make recommendations? 2 11.1 2 11.1 6 33.3 7 38.9 1 5.5
9. Are your recommendations related
only to projects directly involving
improvement of instruction? 0 0.0 8 44.4 4 22.2 6 33.3 0 0.0
10, Are your recommendations considered
by others in the planning of
projects? 2 11.1 1 5.5 8 44.4 5 27.8 2 11.1
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TABLE 6—Continued
Frequency of Use of Procedure
Types of Procedure Always Most of the Time Sometimes Seldom Never
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
11. Do your recommendations include
amounts to be spent for projects? 0 0.0 1 5.5 9 50 2 11.1 6 33.3
12, Do your recommendations include
personnel to participate in the
projects? 0 0.0 3 16.7 8 44.4 3 16.7 4 22.2
13, Do school objectives and curricu¬
lar design influence final selec¬
tion of projects? 3 16.7 4 22.2 2 11.1 6 33.3 3 16.7
14, Do you help construct rough drafts
of proposals? 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 33.3 7 38.9 5 27.8
15. Are you solely responsible for
writing final copies of proposals
to be submitted for approval? 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 33.3 7 38.9 5 27.8
16, Do you assist others with the
final writing? 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 16.7 7 38.9 6 33.3
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"are your reconmendations considered by others in the planning of
projects," and "do your recommendations include amounts to be spent for
projects" to a high of 8 or 44.4 per cent for "are your recommendations
related only to projects directly involving improvement of instruction."
The other practices ranked as follows: 6 or 33.3 per cent for
"is one individual ever used for planning projects," 5 or 27.8 per cent
each for "does a committee plan projects for the system" and "are you a
member of this committee," 4 or 22.2 per cent each for "are you fully
aware of projects that are proposed for your system," "is this indi¬
vidual knowledgeable of the curricular needs of the schools to be
involved," and "do school objectives and curricular design influence
final selection of projects," 3 or 16.7 per cent for "do your recommen¬
dations include personnel to participate in the projects," and 2 or 11.1
per cent for "if you do not plan projects, are you asked to make recommen¬
dations." The other four practices were not reported as being used in
these school systems.
Summary of the data.--A summary of the data under the category
of "most of the time" suggests that the most prevalent practices in the
ten counties are as follows: "are your recommendations related only to
projects directly involving improvement of instruction" to which 44.4
per cent of the curriculum directors responded favorably, and "is one
individual ever used for planning projects"to which 27.8 per cent of
the curriculum directors responded favorably.
Practices sometimes used.—The types of practices sometimes used
ranged from a low of 2 or 11.1 per cent for "do school objectives and
curriculum design influence final selection of projects" to a high of
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9 or 50 per cent for "do your recommendations include amounts to be
spent for projects."
The other practices ranked as follows; 8 or 44.4 per cent each
for "if you do not plan projects, are you asked to assist others in
planning projects," "are your recommendations considered by others in
the planning of projects," and "do your recommendations include per¬
sonnel to participate in the projects," 6 or 33.3 per cent each for
"are you a member of project planning committees," "is the curriculum
director ever designated as this individual," "do you help construct
rough drafts of proposals," "are you solely responsible for writing
final copies of proposals to be submitted for approval," and "if you
do not plan projects, are you asked to make recommendations," 5 or 27.8
per cent each for "do you assist others with the final writing," and
"is one individual used for planning projects," 4 or 22.2 per cent each
for "are your recommendations related only to projects directly involv¬
ing improvement of instruction" and "is one individual ever used for
planning projects," 3 or 16.7 per cent each for "are you fully aware of
projects that are proposed for your system," "does a committee plan the
projects for the system," and "is the individual knowledgeable of the
curricular needs of the schools to be involved."
Summary of the data.--A summary of the data would appear to
indicate that all practices are reported as being used. Of these prac¬
tices the most prevalent ones used were reported as follows: "do your
recommendations include amounts to be spent for projects" to which 50
per cent responded, and "if you do not plan projects, are you asked to
assist others in the planning of projects," and "do your recommendations
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include personnel to participate in the projects," to which 44.4 per
cent each was reported as yes.
Practices seldom used.—The types of practices seldom used ranged
from a low of 2 or 11,1 per cent for "do your recommendations include
amounts to be spent for projects" to a high of 7 or 38.9 per cent each
for "if you do not plan projects, are you asked for recommendations,"
"do you construct rough drafts of proposals," "are you solely responsi¬
ble for writing final copies of proposals to be submitted" and "do you
assist others with the final writing,"
The other practices ranked as follows; 6 or 33.3 per cent each
for "does a committee plan the projects for the system," "is this indi¬
vidual knowledgeable of the curricular needs of the schools to be
involved," "if you do not plan projects, are you asked to make recommen¬
dations," "are your recommendations related only to projects directly
involving improvement of instruction" and "do school objectives and
curricular design influence final selection of projects," 5 or 27.8 per
cent for "are your recommendations considered by others in the planning
of projects," 4 or 22,2 per cent for "are you fully aware of projects
that are proposed for your system," 3 or 16.7 per cent for "do your
recommendations include personnel to participate in the projects." The
other three practices were not reported as being used by these systems.
Summary of the data.--A summary of the data under the cate¬
gory "seldom" would appear to indicate the following practices as those
most prevalent within the ten counties: 38.9 per cent yes each for
"if you do not plan projects, are you asked for recommendations," "do
you construct rough drafts of proposals," "are you solely responsible
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for writing final copies of proposals to be submitted," and "do you
assist others with the final writing of proposals"; and 33.3 per cent
yes each for "does a committee plan the projects for the system," "is
this individual knowledgeable of the curricular needs of the schools
to be involved," "if you do not plan projects, are you asked to make
recommendations," "are your recommendations related only to projects
directly involving instruction," and "do school objectives and curricu¬
lar design influence final selection of projects."
Practices never used.--The types of practices never used ranged
from a low of 1 or 5.5 per cent each for "is this individual knowl¬
edgeable of the curricular needs of the schools to be involved" and
"if you do not plan projects, are you asked to make recommendations"
to a high of 12 or 66.7 per cent for "is the curriculum director ever
designated as this individual."
The other practices ranked as follows: 6 or 33.3 per cent each
for "is one individual ever used for planning projects," "do your recom¬
mendations include amounts to be spent for projects," and "do you
assist others with the final planning"; 5 or 27.8 per cent each for
"are you a member of this committee," "do you help construct rough
drafts of proposals," and "are you solely responsible for writing final
copies of proposals to be submitted for approval"; 4 or 22.2 per cent
each for "are you fully aware of projects that are proposed for your
system" and "do your recommendations include personnel to participate
in the projects"; 3 or 16.7 per cent each for "if you do not plan
projects individually, are you asked to assist others in the planning"
and "do school objectives and curriculiam design influence final selec-
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tion of projects"; 2 or 11.1 per cent each for "does a committee plan
the projects for the system" and "are your recommendations considered
by others in the planning of projects," The other practice was not
reported as being used by these systems.
Summary of the data.—A summary of the data under the category
of "never" should warrant the following conclusions: the practice of
"is the curriculum director ever designated as this individual," to
which 66.7 per cent of the respondents reported, was most prevalent
among the listed practices. Other practices which were reported as
being frequently used and to which 33.3 per cent of the respondents
reported yes were: "is one individual ever used for planning projects,"
"do your recommendations include amounts to be spent for projects," and
"do you assist others with the final planning."
Orientation and Supervision of Federal Projects
The data on the frequency of practices used in the orientation
and supervision of faculties for federal projects as reported by the
eighteen curriculum directors of the ten Central Georgia counties are
presented in Table 7, page 35.
Practices always used.—The types of practices always used
ranged from a low of 1 or 5.5 per cent each for "are you solely respon¬
sible for this explanation," "before implementation of a project, are
the faculties to be involved thoroughly orientated," and "are you
assisted in the orientation by others involved with the implementation




DISTRIBUTION OF THE PRACTICES USED IN SECURING MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT
FOR FEDERAL PROJECTS AS RELATED BY EIGHTEEN CURRICULUM
DIRECTORS IN TEN CENTRAL GEORGIA COUNTIES
Frequency of Use of Procedure
Types of Procedure Always Most of the Time Sometimes Seldom Never
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
1. Are materials for the implementa¬
tion of projects suggested by a
committee? 1 5.5 4 22.2 3 16.7 0 0.0 10 55.5
2. Are you a member of this committee? 1 5.5 7 38.9 1 5.5 0 0.0 9 50
3. Is it solely your responsibility to
recommend equipment to be used? 0 0.0 4 22.2 2 11.1 0 0.0 12 66.7
4. Is a committee used to recommend
equipment needed for implementation
of projects? 0 0.0 8 44.4 2 11.1 0 0.0 8 44.4
5. Are you a member of the equipment
committee? 0 0.0 7 38.9 3 16.7 0 0.0 8 44.4
6. Is the same committee used to recom¬
mend materials and equipment? 1 5.5 4 22.2 2 11.1 0 0.0 11 61.1
7. Is it ever your responsibility to
recommend all equipment? 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 11.1 0 0.0 16 88.9
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Summary of the data.—A summary of the data would appear to
indicate that the practices of "do you provide this supervision" was
reported yes by 94.4 per cent of the respondents and 88.9 per cent of
them reported yes to the question: "is it a requirement for all imple¬
mented projects to be supervised," which would indicate that these two
practices are to be considered as most prevalent ones in these systems.
Practices used most of the time.--The types of practices used
most of the time ranged from a low of 1 or 5.5 per cent each for
"before implementation of a project, are the faculties to be involved
thoroughly orientated," and "do you provide this supervision" to a
high of 8 or 44.4 per cent for "are you solely responsible for provid¬
ing this explanation."
The other practices ranked as follows: 7 or 38.9 per cent for
"are all proposed projects explained to the school personnel"; 5 or
27.8 per cent for "do you assist others in providing this explanation"
and "are you assisted with the orientation by others involved with the
implementation of the project"; 2 or 11.1 per cent each for "are you
solely responsible for conducting this orientation" and "is it a
requirement for all implemented projects to be supervised." The other
practices were not reported as being used by these systems.
Summary of the data.--A summary of the data under the category
of "most of the time" would appear to indicate the following: the
practices of "are you solely responsible for providing these data" was
indicated by 44.4 per cent of the respondents and "are all proposed
projects explained to the school personnel" was indicated by 38.9 per
cent of the respondents. Hence, these two practices were found to be
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the most prevalent ones used by curriculum directors in these systems.
Practices sometimes used.--The types of practices sometimes used
ranged from a low of 3 or 16.7 per cent each for "are all proposed
projects explained to the school personnel," "are you solely responsi¬
ble for conducting this orientation," and "are there other persons to
assist you with this supervision" to a high of 11 or 61.1 per cent for
"before implementation of a project, are the faculties to be involved
thoroughly orientated."
The other practices ranked as follows: 6 or 33.3 per cent for
"do you assist others in providing this explanation" and 5 or 27.8 per
cent for "are you assisted with the orientation by others involved with
the implementation of the project." The other two practices were not
reported as being used by these systems.
Summary of the data.--A summary of the data would appear to
indicate that under the category of "sometimes" the following practices
were most prevalent: "before implementation of a project, are the
faculties to be involved thoroughly orientated," which was indicated
by 61,1 per cent of the respondents, and "do you assist others in pro¬
viding this explanation," which was indicated by 33.3 per cent of the
respondents.
Practices seldom used.—The types of practices seldom used ranked
from a low of 1 or 5.5 per cent for "are you solely responsible for pro¬
viding this explanation" to a high of 3 or 16.7 per cent each for
"before implementation of a project, are the faculties to be involved
thoroughly orientated" and "are you solely responsible for conducting
this orientation II
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The other practices ranked as follows; 2 or 11.1 per cent each
for "are all proposed projects explained to the school personnel,"
"do you assist others in providing this explanation," "are you assisted
with the orientation by others involved with the implementation of
projects," and "are there other persons to assist you with this super¬
vision," The other two practices were not reported as being used by
these systems.
Stimmary of the data.—A summary of the data would appear to
indicate the following under the category of "seldom": the practices
of "before implementation, are the faculties to be involved thoroughly
orientated" and "are you solely responsible for conducting this orien¬
tation" as reported by 16.7 per cent of the respondents appear to be
the most prevalent one used within these systems.
Practices never used.—The types of practices never used ranged
from a low of 1 or 5.5 per cent for "are you solely responsible for
conducting this orientation" to a high of 13 or 72.2 per cent for "are
there other persons to assist you with this supervision."
The other practices ranked as follows: 5 or 27.8 per cent each
for "are you solely responsible for providing this explanation," "do
you assist others in providing this explanation," and "are you assisted
with the orientation by others involved with the implementation of
projects"; 4 or 22.2 per cent for "are all proposed projects explained
to the school personnel"; 2 or 11.1 per cent "before implementation of
a project, are the faculties to be involved thoroughly orientated."
The other two practices were not reported as being used by these systems.
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Sunimarv of the data.--A stunmary of the data would appear to indi¬
cate that the practice of "are there other persons to assist you with
the supervision," with a per cent of 72.2; and the practice of "are
you solely responsible for providing this explanation," "do you assist
others in providing this explanation," and "are you assisted by others
involved with the implementation of the projects for orientation," with
a per cent of 27.8 each were the most prevalent practices in use as
reported by the curriculum directors.
Problems in Securing Equipment and
Materials for Federal Projects
The data on the frequency of practices used in the securing of
equipment and materials for federal projects as reported by the eighteen
curriculum directors of the ten Central Georgia counties are presented
in Table 8, page 40.
Practices always used.—The types of practices always used rated
as 1 or 5.5 per cent each for "are the materials for the implementation
of projects suggested by a committee," "are you a member of this com¬
mittee," and "is the same committee used to recommend materials and
equipment."
The other four practices were not reported as being used by these
systems.
Summary of the data.—A summary of the data suggests that the
practices listed under the category "always" are infrequently used in
these systems.
Practices used most of the time.--The types of practices used
most of the time ranged from a low of 4 or 22.2 per cent each for "are
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TABLE 8
DISTRIBUTION OF THE PRACTICES USED IN SECURING MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT
FOR FEDERAL PROJECTS AS RELATED BY EIGHTEEN CURRICULUM
DIRECTORS IN TEN CENTRAL GEORGIA COUNTIES
Frequency of Use of Procedure
Types of Procedure Always Most of the Time Sometimes Seldom Never
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
1, Are materials for the implementa¬
tion of projects suggested by a
committee? 1 5.5 4 22.2 3 16.7 0 0.0 10 55.5
2, Are you a member of this committee? 1 5.5 7 38.9 1 5.5 0 0.0 9 50
3. Is it solely your responsibility to
recommend equipment to be used? 0 0.0 4 22.2 2 11.1 0 0.0 12 66.7
4, Is a committee used to recommend
equipment needed for implementation
of projects? 0 0.0 8 44.4 2 11.1 0 0.0 8 44.4
5. Are you a member of the equipment
committee? 0 0.0 7 38.9 3 16.7 0 0.0 8 44.4
6. Is the same committee used to recom¬
mend materials and equipment? 1 5.5 4 22.2 2 11.1 0 0.0 11 61.1
7. Is it ever your responsibility to
recommend all equipment? 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 11.1 0 0.0 16 88.9
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materials for the implementation of projects suggested by a committee,"
"is it solely your responsibility to recommend equipment to be used,"
and "is the same committee used to recommend materials and equipment"
to a high of 8 or 44.4 per cent for "is a committee used to recommend
equipment needed for implementation of projects."
The other practices ranked as follows; 7 or 38.9 per cent each
for "are you a member of the materials committee" and "are you a member
of the equipment committee." The remaining practice was not reported
as being used by these systems.
Summary of the data.—A summary of the data would appear to indi¬
cate that the following practices were the most prevalent ones among the
systems: "is a committee used to recommend equipment needed for imple¬
mentation of projects" was reported by 44.4 per cent of the respondents;
"are you a member of the materials committee" and "are you a member of
the equipment committee" was reported yes by 38.9 per cent of the
respondents.
Practices sometimes used.—The types of practices sometimes used
ranged from a low of 1 or 5.5 per cent for "are you a member of the
materials committee" to a high of 3 or 16.7 per cent each for "are
materials for the implementation of projects suggested by a committee,"
and "are you a member of this committee."
The other practices were as follows: 2 or 11.1 per cent each
for "is it solely your responsibility to recommend equipment to be
used," "is a committee used to recommend equipment needed for the imple¬
mentation of projects," "is the same committee used to recommend
materials and equipment," and "is it ever your responsibility to recom-
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mend all equipment."
Siunmary of the data.—A summary of the data would appear to
suggest that the two practices of "are materials for the implementation
of projects suggested by a committee" and "are you a member of the
equipment committee," which were reported by 16.7 per cent each of the
respondents, were the most prevalent practices in use in these systems.
Practices seldom used.—None of these practices was reported as
being seldom used by these systems.
Practices never used.—The types of practices never used ranged
from a low of 8 or 44.4 per cent each for "is a committee used to
recommend equipment needed for implementation of projects" and "are you
a member of the equipment committee" to a high of 16 or 88.9 per cent
for "is it ever your responsibility to recommend all equipment."
The other practices ranked as follows: 12 or 66.7 per cent for
"is it solely your responsibility to recommend equipment to be used";
11 or 61.1 per cent for "is the same committee used to recommend mate¬
rials and equipment"; 10 or 55.5 per cent for "are the materials for
implementation of the projects suggested by a committee"; 9 or 50 per
cent for "are you a member of the materials committee,"
Summary of the data.—A summary of the data would suggest that
all practices rated high among the systems reporting. The most preva¬
lent practices were: "is it ever your responsibility to recommend all
equipment" and "is it solely your responsibility to recommend equipment
to be used." The practices were reported 88.9 per cent and 66,7 per
cent, respectively, by the curriculum directors.
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Practices of Evaluations of Federal Projects
The data on the frequency of practices used in evaluations of
federal projects as reported by the eighteen curriculum directors of
the ten Central Georgia counties are presented in Table 9, page 44.
Practices always used.—The types of practices always used
ranged from a low of 3 or 16.7 per cent for "if you were not responsi¬
ble for the evaluations, would you receive the tabulated data derived
by the evaluator" to a high of 18 or 100 per cent for "are evaluations
made of each project implemented."
The other practices ranked as follows: 12 or 66.7 per cent for
"do you involve other persons with the evaluations"; 10 or 55.5 per
cent for "is it your responsibility to conduct these evaluations"; 8
or 44.4 per cent each for "are the instruments used to conduct these
evaluations designed by you" and "are these evaluations made only for
the purpose of fulfilling federal requirements"; 5 or 27.8 per cent
each for "do you provide teachers with tabulated data derived from
evaluations made by you" and "are these data considered by you in
making curriculum revisions and/or improving instruction."
Summary of the data.—A summary of the data suggests that all
practices ranked high as reported by the participants. "Are evaluations
of each project made" and "do you involve other persons with the evalua¬
tions" were those that were most prevalent in use in these school
systems.
Practices used most of the time.—The practices used most of the
time ranged from a low of 1 or 5.5 per cent for "if you were not respon¬
sible for the evaluations, would you receive tabulated data derived by
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TABLE 9
DISTRIBUTION OF THE PRACTICES USED FOR EVALUATIONS OF FEDERAL
PROJECTS AS RELATED BY EIGHTEEN CURRICULUM DIRECTORS
IN TEN CENTRAL GEORGIA COUNTIES
Frequency of Use of Procedure
Types of Procedure Always Most of the Time Sometimes Seldom Never
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
1. Are evaluations made of each
project implemented? 18 100 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
2, Are these evaluations made only
for the purpose of fulfilling
federal requirements? 8 44.4 3 16.7 2 11.1 2 11.1 3 16.7
3. Is it your responsibility to
conduct these evaluations 10 55.5 3 16.7 3 16.7 0 0.0 2 11.1
4, Are the instruments used to con¬
duct these evaluations designed
by you? 8 44.4 4 22.2 0 0.0 2 11.1 4 22.2
5. Do you involve other persons
with the evaluations? 12 66.7 3 16.7 2 11.1 0 0.0 1 5.5
6. If you were not responsible for
the evaluations, would you
receive tabulated data derived
by the evaluator? 3 16.7 1 5.5 1 5.5 7 38.9 6 33.3
7. Do you provide teachers with
tabulated data derived from
evaluations made by you? 5 27.8 5 27.8 3 16.7 1 5.5 4 22.2
8. Are these data considered by you
in making curriculum revisions
and/or improving instruction? 5 27.8 5 27.8 1 5.5 3 16.7 4 22.2
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the evaluator" to a high of 5 or 27.8 per cent each for "are these data
considered by you in making curriculum revisions and/or improving instruc¬
tion" and "do you provide teachers with tabulated data derived from the
evaluations made by you."
The other practices ranked as follows: 4 or 22.2 per cent for
"are the instruments used to conduct these evaluations designed by you";
3 or 16.7 per cent each for "are these evaluations made only for the
purpose of fulfilling federal requirements," "is it your responsibility
to conduct these evaluations," and "do you involve other persons with
the evaluations." The other practice was not reported as being used by
these systems.
StJmmary of the data.--A summary of the data indicated the most
prevalently used practices were: "are these data considered by you in
making curriculum revisions and/or improving instruction" and "do you
provide teachers with tabulated data derived from evaluations made by
you" reported as yes by 27.8 per cent of the respondents, and "are the
instruments used to conduct these evaluations designed by you" which
was reported as yes by 22.2 per cent of the respondents.
Practices sometimes used.--The types of practices sometimes used
ranged from a low of 1 or 5.5 per cent each for "if you were not respon¬
sible for the evaluations, would you receive tabulated data from the
evaluator" and "are these data considered by you in making curriculum
revisions and/or improving instruction" to a high of 3 or 16.7 per cent
each for "is it your responsibility to conduct these evaluations" and
"do you provide teachers with tabulated data derived from the evalua¬
tions made by you."
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Two other practices rated 2 or 11.1 per cent and are as follows;
"are these evaluations made only for the purpose of fulfilling federal
requirements" and "do you involve other persons with the evaluations,"
Two practices were not reported as being used by these systems.
Practices seldom used.—The types of practices seldom used ranged
from a low of 1 or 5.5 per cent for "do you provide teachers with tabu¬
lated data derived from evaluations made by you" to a high of 7 or 38.9
per cent for "if you were not responsible for evaluations, would you
receive tabulated data derived by the evaluator."
The other practices ranked as follows: 3 or 16.7 per cent for
"are these data considered by you in making curriculum revisions and/or
improving instruction"; 2 or 11.1 per cent each for "are these evalua¬
tions made only for the purpose of fulfilling federal requirements" and
"are the instruments used to conduct the evaluations designed by you."
The other two practices were not reported as being used by these
systems.
Summary of the data.—A summary of the data under the category
"seldom" would appear to indicate that the most prevalent practices
were: "if you were not responsible for the evaluations, would you
receive tabulated data derived by the evaluator," reported yes by 38.9
per cent of the respondents, and "are these data considered by you in
making curriculum revisions and/or improving instruction" reported yes
by 16.7 per cent of the respondents.
Practices never used.—The types of practices never used ranged
from 1 or 5.5 per cent for "do you involve other persons with the evalua¬
tions" to a high of 6 or 33.3 per cent for "if you were not responsible
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for the evaluations, would you receive tabulated data from the evalua¬
tor."
The other practices ranked as follows: 4 or 22.2 per cent each
for "do you provide teachers with tabulated data derived from evalua¬
tions made by you," "are the instruments used to conduct these evalua¬
tions designed by you," and "are the data considered by you in making
curriculum revisions and/or improving instruction"; 3 or 16.7 per cent
for "are these evaluations made only for the purpose of fulfilling
federal requirements"; and 2 or 11,1 per cent for "is it ever your
responsibility to conduct these evaluations." The other practice was
not reported as being used in these systems.
Summary of the data.—A summary of the data under the category
"never" would appear to indicate that the most prevalent practices in
these systems are: "if you were not responsible for the evaluations,
would you receive tabulated data from the evaluator," reported yes by
33.3 per cent of the respondents, and "do you provide teachers with
tabulated data derived from evaluations made by you," "are the instru¬
ments used to conduct these evaluations designed by you," and "are the
data considered by you in making curriculum revisions and/or improving




Recapitulation of the Theoretical Basis
of the Study
Rationale,—One of the major objectives in education has always
been to develop well-informed and intelligent citizens. Recently, this
objective has been brought into sharp focus through the increased
interest in education by our national government who feels that many
of our national aspirations cannot be accomplished nor our survival be
assured unless immediate improvement is made in education.
There is also an awareness that society's concept of the function
of the public school determines to a great extent what kind of curricu¬
lum schools will have. Yet, in a complex culture with a plurastic value
system, it is difficult to establish a single central function for any
agency. In our democratic society these formulations are further com¬
plicated by the fact that different layers of society participate in
the process of determining what education in general and public schools
specifically should be and do.^
With society facing such perilious times from within and without,
and with changes in education taking place at such a cataclysmic rate,
rational analysis of the problems involved in developing adequate citi-
^Hilda Taba, Curriculum Development; Theory and Practice (New
York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1962), p. 16,
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zens must be made rapidly, yet competently. This analysis, if properly
determined without coercion, will require the joint efforts and energies
of many people both locally and nationally.
As a national effort to improve education for disadvantaged
pupils. Congress passed The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (Public Law 89-10), The Act was to be considered as financial
means of aiding state and local educational organizations in improving
their existing curricula through insertion of innovative practices or
to strengthen and/or revise their present programs of instruction for
the disadvantaged pupil.
The Act provided a billion dollars for education of disadvantaged
children; a hundred million dollars for school libraries and instruc¬
tional materials; a hundred million dollars for supplementary educa¬
tional centers and services; plus another seventy million dollars for
educational research and training, and cooperative research, which
includes twenty-five million earmarked for state departments of educa¬
tion, ^
The role assxmied by the federal government, since passage of this
Act has been primarily one of stimulation, assistance and service, there¬
by, placing the burden of the planning and developing curricular innova¬
tions and improvement on local authorities. This has created many
problems for the local authorities as they try to determine the scope
and nature of curricula which will facilitate comprehensive learning for
disadvantaged pupils but which will not violate the integrity of the
Ted Schuchat, "The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965," Grade Teacher. LXXXI (May-June, 1965), pp. 75-82.
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teacher-pupil relationship.
Programs of this nature can be comprehensive and can prepare
pupils for the world in which they live as well as prepare them to face
an unknown future intelligently and confidently, if proper planning is
executed by local authorities. The use of all persons who are both
capable and competent of making contributions to educational improve¬
ment must be recognized by local authorities in their attempt to make
needed curricular changes.
In rural school systems, there is no person more aware of the
strengths and weaknesses of a total school program than the curriculum
director. With his wide range of experiences in education and his
responsibilities within a school system, it is obvious that the knowl¬
edge and skills possessed by the curriculum director may contribute
immensely in any phase of curriculum development associated with the
development of competent pupils.
For many years, because of differences of opinions concerning
the role of the curriculum director, utilization of this person in
planning and organizing curricula was very limited. It is hoped that
the data gathered for this investigation will reveal that the creativ¬
ity, knowledge and skills possessed by the curriculum director should
merit more consideration in the educational planning by and with local
authorities.
Evolution of the problem.—The writer's interest in this problem
stemmed from the result of several factors. Three, however, were of
most significance to her. First, the writer as a curriculum director,
was utilized as a resource person in supplying information and opinions
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for suggested federal projects. Second, through conversations with
other curriculum directors, the writer found that many of them possessed
little knowledge of projects until they were implemented, and third, the
writer's awareness of many systems that had spent a tremendous amount of
federal funds for equipment and little, if any, for materials or other
educational media concerned with the improvement of instruction for
pupils of disadvantaged areas.
Contribution to educational knowledge.—It was the hope of the
writer that through this study administrators would become aware of the
usefulness of curriculum directors in making more effective and produc¬
tive federal projects for school systems. The writer also hoped that
through the findings and implications of this research that curriculum
directors would realize that they may play a vital role in the activa¬
tion of federal projects for schools.
Statement of the problem.—The problem involved in this study
was to determine, analyze, and appraise the practices of curriculum
directors in planning, developing, implementing, supervising, and eval¬
uating federal projects for schools in a selected Central Georgia area.
Purpose of the study.--The main purpose of this study was to
identify, analyze, and appraise the practices of participation of
curriculum directors in developing and implementing federal projects
for children of the disadvantaged who are enrolled in the public schools
of the counties which are the locale of this study.
More specifically, the purposes were to identify and/or determine
1. The extent to which curriculum directors initiate
proposals for federal projects.
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2. The extent to which curriculum directors participate
in budgeting funds for federal projects.
3. The extent to which curriculum directors draw rough
drafts of federal proposals,
4. The extent to which curriculum directors are used for
orientating and organizing faculty groups which are
affected by the federal projects in the schools.
5. The practices of curriculum directors in the super¬
vision of federal projects in schools.
6. The extent to which curriculum directors participate
in evaluative procedures of federal projects in the
schools.
7. Whatever implications, if any, for educational theory
and practices as may be derived from the findings of
the research.
Limitations of the study.—This study was limited in that only
eighteen curriculum directors from ten counties in rural Central
Georgia were used. The questionnaire, which was used to secure the
data for this study restricted itself to aspects of federal projects
for disadvantaged pupils. The study was also limited in respect to the
authenticity and accuracy of the listed practices expressed by the
eighteen curriculum directors to the items on the questionnaire.
Definitions of terms.—The significant terms used throughout the
study are defined or characterized below;
1. "Curriculum" - as will be used in this study refers
to the whole life and program of the school.
2. "Curriculum director" - refers to a person with pri¬
mary responsibility for curriculum development or
improvement functions in a school. This term, pecu¬
liar to the Georgia State Department of Education will
be used interchangeably with the term supervisor
throughout the study.
3. "Culturally disadvantaged" - refers to children who
are innocent victims of social misfortune. These chil¬
dren are economically poor. Their home life provides
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little, if any, stimulation to their intellectual
growth and they may suffer from racial, ethnic, or
other forms of social discrimination,^
Recapitulation of Research-Design of the Study
Significant aspects of the local and research-design of this
research are indicated in the separate statements which follow:
1. Locale of the study.—The locale of this study encompassed
ten counties in the eastern part of rural Central Georgia,
The ten counties were: Washington, Wilkinson, Columbia,
Putnam, Jefferson, Baldwin, Laurens, McDuffie, Warren and
Green, The Fall Line, extending from Macon to Augusta,
runds through the center of this section of Georgia, The
participating area lies in the southeastern portion of the
Piedmont Plateau and in the northeastern section of the
Atlantic Coastal Plain, with a combined area of 4,991
square miles. This area is approximately one-twelfth of
the area of the State of Georgia, The population, accord¬
ing to the 1960 census, is approximately 166,000. There
are no metropolitan areas; therefore, all the pupils are
essentially from rural environments. The cultural
resources of the area are limited and the principal indus¬
tries include agriculture, textiles, kaolin mining and
lumbering.
There are seventy public elementary and high schools within
the area which are serving 47,797 pupils and utilizing 1821
teachers, curriculum directors and administrators.
2. Method of research.--The method of research used for the
study was the Descriptive-Survey, utilizing the question¬
naire and the interview as means of collecting the data
necessary for the fulfillment of the purposes of this study,
3. Subjects,--The subjects used in this study were eighteen
curriculum directors in ten selected counties in rural
Central Georgia,
4. Instruments.—The instriunents used to conduct this study
are characterized as follows: (a) A specifically designed
questionnaire on the participation of curriculum directors
in developing and implementing federal grant programs, and
Southern Regional Council, Federal Anti-Poverty Programs , , ,
Present and Pending (Washington: Southern Regional Council, 1965),
p. 1.
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(b) Interview Schedule Sheet through which to secure sub¬
stantiating data from the curriculum directors pertaining
to practices used in their systems, and the Georgia Educa¬
tional Directory 1967-68.
5. Criterion of reliability.—The criterion of reliability
for the data was predicated on the authenticity and accu¬
racy of the responses and/or reactions of the subjects to
the respective data-items on the questionnaire instrument.
6. Research procedure.--The procedural steps used for gather¬
ing, interpreting, analyzing and presenting the data were:
(a) Securing permission from proper authorities to conduct
the study; (b) Surveying literature pertinent to the study;
(c) constructing a questionnaire, specifically designed to
meet the needs of this research; (d) distributing copies
of the questionnaire to the eighteen curriculum directors
of the designated locale, (e) assembling the data obtained
through the questionnaire into appropriate tables and treat¬
ing the data as the research method dictated; and (f) formu¬
lating the findings, conclusions, implications and recommen¬
dations that were derived from the interpretation.
Summary of Related Literature
A summary of the literature pertinent to this study led to the
selections and generalizations of more significant and abstracted state¬
ments below:
1. The role of the supervisor has been defined in various
ways but most authors agree with the fact that one
central function of the supervisor is that of improving
instruction.
2. Supervision and administration are so closely related
that the role of one overlaps with the role of the
other. This close relationship deems the necessity of
cooperativeness of individuals serving in the capacity
of supervisors and administrators.
3. Supervision of today is a democratic process oriented
toward the fundamental aims of education and society.
4. In rural areas, the supervisor's function as a resource
person includes providing in-service training for
teachers, improving classroom situations, and inter¬
preting the program of the school to the community.
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5. Curriculums of schools for disadvantaged youth must be
carefully constructed to serve the needs of all pupils
and at the same time keep in harmony with the demands
of a rapid changing society,
6. The financial assistance given by the federal govern¬
ment to education has enabled school systems to develop
projects as means of curriculxim extension and/or improve¬
ment for disadvantaged pupils.
7. Group planning for curriculum improvement by administra¬
tors and supervisors as a team gives assurance of effec¬
tiveness of quality instruction and productive curricula.
Summary of the Basic Findings
This section of the thesis presents a summary of the significant
findings as developed from the quantitative and narrative data to be
found in Chapter II of this thesis. These data are identified, charac¬
terized and presented in the immediate paragraphs below under appro¬
priate data captions.
Personal data of the curriculum directors.—A summary of the
basic findings of the personal data of the eighteen curriculum directors
suggests the following statements below:
(a) The data reveals that 12 or 66.7 per cent of the cur¬
riculum directors have teaching experience of ten or
more years and 11 or 61,1 per cent of them have served
in the capacity of curriculum directors for ten or
more years.
(b) All of the curriculum directors possess five or six
year certificates in the area of supervision.
(c) A majority of the eighteen curriculum directors
received their formal training from schools in Georgia.
(d) The eighteen curriculum directors reported that among
the problems related to federal projects, the one they
found most noticeable was the securing of personnel to
implement projects.
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Planning, writing and budgeting.—The data of the basic findings
of the practices used with the planning, writing and budgeting of
federal projects indicate that the smallest number of total responses
as revealed by the eighteen curriculum directors for the sixteen-item
portion of the questionnaire to be for the category captioned "always";
whereas, the largest number of total responses as reported were for the
category indicated by "sometimes."
(a) The total number of responses for the category "always"
was 19 or 6.5 per cent of the total responses reported
by the curriculum directors.
(b) The total number of responses for the category "some¬
times" was 88 or 30.5 per cent of the total reported
responses.
Orientation and supervision.—A summary of the data on the basic
findings of the practices used for orientation and supervision of fed¬
eral projects as reported by the eighteen curriculum directors indicate
the smallest number of total responses to be for the category "seldom"
and the highest number of total responses to be for the category
"always."
(a) The total number of responses for the category "seldom"
was 15 or 9,3 per cent of the total responses reported
for this nine-item portion of the questionnaire.
(b) The total number of responses for the category "always"
was 47 or 29 per cent of the total responses reported
for this nine-item portion of the questionnaire.
Materials and equipment.—A summary of the data on the basic
findings of the practices used with the securing of materials and
equipment for federal projects as reported by the eighteen curriculum
directors for the seven-item portion of the questionnaire indicate the
smallest number of total responses to be for the category "always" and
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the highest number of total responses to be for the category "never."
(a) The total nirmber of responses for the category "always"
was 3 or 2.4 per cent of the total responses reported.
(b) The total number of responses for the category "never"
was 74 or 58.8 per cent of the total responses
reported.
Evaluation.—A summary of the data of the basic findings of the
practices used for evaluation of federal projects as reported by the
eighteen curriculum directors for the eight-item portion of the ques¬
tionnaire indicate the smallest number of total responses to be for
the category "sometimes" and the highest number of total responses to
be for the category "always."
(a) The total number of responses for the category "some¬
times" was 12 or 8.3 per cent of the total responses
reported.
(b) The total number of responses for the category "always"
was 69 or 47.9 per cent of the total responses reported.
Conclusions
The analysis and interpretation of the data relative to this
study would appear to warrant the following conclusions:
1. The services of the eighteen curriculum directors are
used most whenever direct contact with teachers is
required.
2. The curriculum directors of this ten county area are
not always aware of proposed projects which will
affect schools for which they are employed to provide
supervision.
3. Curricultim directors in this area of Georgia are not
designated to plan projects individually.
4. Recommendations for or assistance with project pro¬
posals that are made by curriculum directors are
usually directly related to instruction.
5. In many instances, individuals designated to plan
projects are unaware of the curricular needs of the
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6, Materials and equipment necessary for implementation
of federal projects are infrequently suggested by com¬
mittees or curriculxim directors,
7, Faculties to be involved with implemented projects are
not always aware of the projects proposed until the
implementation takes place. This awareness is usually
made by the curriculum director,
8, Orientation of faculties and organizations for imple¬
mentation of projects is usually the responsibility
of the curriculum director,
9, Curriculum directors are held responsible for design¬
ing instruments for evaluation and conducting the
evaluations of implemented projects.
Implications
The findings and conclusions derived for this investigation
appear to justify the following significant implications,
1, That faculty members of the schools involved are made
aware of projects only when they are to be involved
with the implementation of the projects.
2, That the local administration plan and develop federal
projects that are of personal interest.
3, That training in the area of planning and developing
federal projects is not an important factor in desig¬
nating personnel to be used by these school systems to
work with federal projects.
Recommendations
The following recommendations are made as a result of the analy¬
sis and the interpretation of the basic data in conjunction with the
conclusions and implications:
1. That local school systems consider utilizing the cur¬
riculum director in all phases of project development
that are relevant to the instructional program of the
schools,
2, That systematic training of individuals designated to
plan and develop projects be required since federal
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funding will be available for local systems indefinitely.
3. That philosophy and objectives of education for the dis¬
advantaged be considered during the planning of projects.
4. That all persons within these local systems to be
involved with the implemented projects be thoroughly
orientated with the scope and objectives of the projects.
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PRA.CTICES OF CURRICULUM DIRECTORS IN DEVELOPING AND
IMPLEMENTING FEDERAL PROJECTS FOR SCHOOLS IN A
DISADVANTAGED AREA OF CENTRAL GEORGIA
QUESTIONNAIRE
General Directions
This questionnaire was designed to ascertain practices of cur¬
riculum directors in the development of federal projects. Please
respond to this as completely as you can, A quick but thoughtful
answer is desired. All answers will be handled as confidential infor¬
mation and tabulations will not show names of individuals nor identify
school systems,
1, Years of teaching experience
2, Years of experience as a curriculum director
3, Type of current certificate
4, Indicate by a cross (x) where training was taken,
a) State school in Georgia (Undergraduate)
b) Private school in Georgia (Undergraduate)
c) State school outside of Georgia (Undergraduate)
d) Private school outside of Georgia (Undergraduate
e) State school in Georgia (Graduate)
f) Private school in Georgia (Graduate)
g) State school outside of Georgia (Graduate)
h) Private school outside of Georgia (Graduate)
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5, Indicate by a cross (X) the types of training received in
developing federal proposals.
(a) Institute of Higher Learning
(b) Study Group Within System
(c) Institute or Seminar by State Department
(d) None at all
6, Indicate with a cross (X) those problems below which you
consider to be more noticeable ones in developing projects,
(a) Writer(s) has no training in this area
(b) Writer(s) has insufficient training in developing
projects
(c) Cooperation of teachers that are involved
(d) Securing personnel to carry out proposals
(e) Selling the proposed idea to teachers
Specific Directions
Your response should be indicated by circling the appropriate
nimber which indicates your reaction after each question. Use the
scale given below. Circle only one number in answer to each question,
1, always




PLANNING. WRITING AND BUDGETING
1, Are you fully aware of projects that are 12345
proposed for your system?
2. Does a committee plan the projects for
the system? 1 2 3 4 5
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3. Are you a member of this committee?
4, Is one individual ever used for plan¬
ning projects for your system?
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 55.Is this individual knowledgeable of the
curricular needs of the school to be
involved? 123456.Is the curriculum director ever desig¬
nated as this individual? 1 2 3 4 5
7. If you ever plan projects individually,
do you assist others in planning
projects? 12345
8. If you do not plan projects, are you
asked to make recommendations? 123459.Are your recommendations related only
to projects involving improvement of
instructions? 1234510.Are your recommendations considered
by others in planning the projects? 1 2 3 4 511,Do your recommendations include amounts
to be spent for projects? 1 2 3 4 5
12, Do your recommendations include per¬
sonnel to participate in the projects?
13, Do your school objectives and curricu¬
lum design influence final selection
of projects?
14, Do you help construct rough drafts of
proposals?
15, Are you solely responsible for writing
final copies of proposals to be sub¬
mitted for approval?
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 516,Do you assist others with the final
writing? 1 2 3 4 5
ORIENTATION AND SUPERVISION
1, Are all proposed projects explained to
the school personnel? 1 2 3 4 5
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2, Are you solely responsible for provid¬
ing this explanation?
3. Do you assist others in providing this
information?
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 54,Before implementation of a project, are
the faculties to be involved thoroughly
orientated? 12345
5. Are you assisted with the orientation
by others involved with the implemen¬
tation of the project?
6. Are you solely responsible for con¬
ducting this orientation?
7. Is it a requirement for all implemented
projects directly concerned with instruc*
tions to be supervised?
8. Do you provide this supervision?
9. Are there other persons to assist you
with this supervision?
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT
1. Are materials for the implementation
of projects suggested by a committee?
2. Are you a member of this committee?
3. Is it solely your responsibility to
recommend equipment to be used?
4. Is a committee used to recommend equip¬
ment needed for implementation of
project?
5. Is the same committee used to recommend
materials and equipment?
6. Are you a member of the equipment
committee?
7. Is it ever your responsibility to
recommend all equipment?
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5













1. Are evaluations made of each project
implemented?
2. Are these evaluations made only for the
purpose of fulfilling federal require¬
ments?
3. Is it your responsibility to conduct
these evaluations?
4. Are the instrixments used for the evalua¬
tion designed by you?
5. Do you involve other persons with the
evaluations?





1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
6. If you were not responsible for the
evaluations, would you receive tabulated
data derived by the evaluator? 12345
7. Do you provide teachers with tabulated
data derived from evaluations made by
you? 12345
8. Are these data considered by you in
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